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GPS Locations
Therefore, the analysis of the DU5 'territory' containing cutblock 159A only included the GPS points from the two east (red) cows and only those areas determined to be in their 'territory'. The 'territories' were not identical in both years of the study and therefore prevented a multi-year combined analysis of the data. The cutblock community type (15) was preferred by the east cows in 2004 but was still secondary to the tame forage communities (al, a2, a4, a8) found on in-block roading, wellsites and pipelines (Fig. 10) . Further analysis of the cutblock GPS points reveals that there may have been an 'edge effect' influencing cattle use of the cutblock caused by seeding the in-block reading to tame forage. The electivity for those areas within 25m of the edge between the tame forage and the cutblock (yellow buffer Fig. 11 ) was +0.12 as opposed to -0.28 for the cutblock areas >25m away from the edge (purple areas in Fig. 11 ). As a result, the majority of cutblock use may have been incidental to the livestock use of the tame forages on the in-block reading. The wetland complex in the middle of DU6 acted as a natural barrier and, therefore, the analysis of DU6 only included those areas available to the heifer (areas north of the wetland complex).
13
The 'edge effect' seen in DU5 also appeared to be a factor in the 2004 use of cutblock 335A in DU6, as the electivity for those areas within the 25m buffer was +0.2 as opposed to -0.15 for the cutblock areas >25m away from the edge. In 2005, DU6 was only grazed for two weeks in the fall and, as a result, the plant community preferences were noticeably different (Fig. 13) (Lane et. al., 2000) (Lane et. al., 2000) .
When compared with the average forage production of the mature stand prior to harvest (957 kg/ha), both cutblocks 3213 and 25 1A provided greater than average forage production, whereas cutblocks 159A and 335A, while within the range of the pre-harvest forested community type, provided lower than average forage production. Cutblock forage production does not appear to have exerted a strong influence on livestock preference as the two blocks with the lowest forage production (159A and 335A) were preferred by livestock, as was the cutblock with the highest forage production (3213), whereas the cutblock with the second-highest forage production (25 1A) was avoided. Therefore, no relationship between cutblock forage production and livestock preference could be determined. www.srd.gov.ab.ca/lands/managingpublicland/grazingtimberintegration.aspx
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